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Abstract The purpose of this symposium is to contribute to the ongoing debate on this
topic in the public administration literature by exploring the contribution of perfor-
mance management in the implementation of effective governance systems that may
foster community resilience, especially to social Bwicked^ problems. The set of articles
hosted in this issue provides a variegated mix of ideas and experiences in this field,
encompassing different countries (from Northern to Southern Europe, and Canada),
sectors (including labor, healthcare, tourism, and public utilities), and methodological
approaches. An empirical perspective is adopted by the authors, involving case studies,
interviews, and field research. Both the variety of explored fields and the practical
viewpoints from which investigated issues are framed provide useful insights to
highlight a research field that is still relatively unexplored, especially if considered
under the perspective of performance management.
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A rising criticism has been emerging in the last decade from both research and practice
on the capability of the traditional Bpublic administration^ and Bnew public
management^ paradigms (Osborne, 2010) to support policies that may enable commu-
nity resilience. Today, the systems that public policies are expected to affect are much
more dynamic and complex than twenty years ago.
Such complexity is a major cause of amplifying Bwicked^ social issues, whose
sustainable fixes cannot be found in isolated and sectoral policies, such as: improving
service delivery, reforming institutional systems through laws and regulations, and
launching programs to change the culture and attitudes of people. Although each of
these efforts might be considered as potentially useful in responding to public needs,
implementation might not produce a set of outcomes that would insure community
resilience and endurance in the long run.
BWicked^ problems, such as social cohesion, climate change, pollution, natural
disasters, unemployment, crime, homelessness, healthcare, poverty, education, societal
aging, and immigration cannot be clustered within the boundaries of a single organi-
zation or referred to specific public sector administrative levels or agencies. They are
often characterized as high unpredictability, involving multi-level, multi-actor, and
multi-sectoral challenges.
These problems imply a multitude of stakeholders. Their different interests and
mindsets require that decisions be made based on a strategic learning process, focused
on conflict resolution and dialogue among the players.
Public Administration is still experiencing difficulties in dealing with such problems:
specifically with respect to its capability to support planning, policy design, decision
making, results measurement, assessing policy outcomes, coordinating decision makers,
and making them accountable to targets. It is impossible to maintain the rational
sequence of the bureaucratic model based on control of inputs and internal processes
that enable to control outputs and outcomes. In addition, the rational manage-
ment approach, introduced through New Public Management, cannot guarantee
the adaptation to a changing environment. So the new approach requires a deep
re-orientation starting from the strengthening of the capacity to analyze social
and economic dynamics, to interpret and understand rapidly what public interest
means in the liquid society and to redefine administrative processes. This re-
orientation can be based on strengthening the resilience attitude of public institutions
that means to strengthen the capacity to react of citizens to stakeholder inputs.
Governance fragmentation (Christensen and Laegreid, 2007) and lack of communi-
cation – in and among agencies – are still unsolved problems in many contexts. Also
the short-term and sectoral view in performance management, adopted by single public
institutions, is a cause of structural deficiencies to detect and eradicate the primary
causes of problem symptoms (Bianchi, 2016).
A number of countries have started to develop new approaches to deal with
Bwicked^ problems and to pursue community sustainable development. To this end,
different terms have been coined. Among them: joined-up government (Christensen
and Laegreid, 2013; Christensen et al., 2014), whole-of-government (OECD 2005),
integrated governance, outcome steering (Hood, 2005), holistic governance, horizontal
management (Peters, 2015), and new public governance (Osborne 2010).
To implement such processes, three main sets of levers should be synergistically
managed by governments: 1) institutional reforms, 2) cultural/social systems, and 3)
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management systems (Borgonovi, 1996, p. 105). The idea is to design and implement
more flexible and pervasive governmental systems that may foster a more pragmatic in
the public sphere, which is less formal and has more Bintelligent^ collaboration among
different stakeholders.
The implementation of such reforms implies the use of an outcome-oriented view of
performance to frame and assess the desirability of the effects produced by the adopted
policies. This approach does not only consider effects in the short run but also in the
long run. Furthermore, it does not only focus them in the perspective of a single unit or
institution but also under an inter-institutional viewpoint. The described context implies
important challenges and opportunities for the design of more Boutcome-oriented^
performance management systems.
The purpose of this symposium is to contribute to the ongoing debate on this topic in
the public administration literature by exploring the contribution of performance
management in the implementation of effective governance systems that may foster
community resilience, especially to social Bwicked^ problems. The set of articles
hosted in this issue provides a variegated mix of ideas and experiences in this field,
encompassing different countries (from Northern to Southern Europe, and Canada),
sectors (including labor, healthcare, tourism, and public utilities), and methodological
approaches. An empirical perspective is adopted by the authors, involving case studies,
interviews, and field research. Both the variety of explored fields and the practical
viewpoints from which investigated issues are framed provide useful insights to
highlight a research field that is still relatively unexplored, especially if considered
under the perspective of performance management.
It is possible to identify a set of debating points across which the eight articles in this
issue were developed. They are:
1. What drives the design and implementation of outcome-based performance man-
agement system reforms?
2. What is the role that legislation and other regulations play in implementing such
reforms?
3. What is the role that organization and leadership play to affect a paradigm shift
towards outcome-based performance management in the public sector?
4. How social and cultural factors may affect such paradigm shift?
5. How may financial conjuncture and economic cycles affect a paradigm shift from
output to outcome measures in the public sector?
6. How can public policies pursue resilience and measure it as an outcome?
7. How can an Boutcome-based^ performance management system affect the imple-
mentation of public governance principles?
8. How to deal with the dynamic complexity associated with the need to foster
alignment in policy design and implementation by different stakeholders in a local
area?
9. How can performance management help in this effort?
We begin with a set of three articles that mostly contribute to the first five debating
points. Based on the analysis of six Municipalities in Denmark, Eva Moll Ghin
explored the factors that may lead public administrations to adopt outcome perfor-
mance measures. She illustrated how, in times of permanent austerity, such measures
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are used to contribute to the centralized strategic prioritization of scarce resources in a
Bwhole-of-government^ perspective. This article mostly contributes to frame the first
and fifth debating point.
Antoine Genest Grégoire, Etienne Charbonneau, and Daniel Bromberg illustrated
how effective implementation of performance management reforms does not only
depend on legislation, but is also associated with behavioral and professional factors
emerging from the profile of staff in the public sector. They performed a field analysis
based on a dataset in the Canadian province of Quebec. Such analysis supported them to
illustrate how there are cases when decision makers lack to use performance informa-
tion, which is made mandatory by legislation. This analysis highlighted the limitations
of reforms, which are centered on only legislation and regulations. Therefore, this article
criticized the assumption that once a law, which mandates changes in performance
management systems will be issued, it will be automatically implemented. So, this
article mostly contributes to the debate on the second issue previously pointed out.
Elisabetta Trinchero, Ben Farr-Wharton, and Yvonne Brunetto framed the relevance
of a regulatory system to enhance performance management under a different view-
point, in respect to the previous article. Based on a survey from 1125 doctors working
in Italian healthcare organizations, they focused how an accreditation culture, together
with other behavioral and psychological factors (involving leadership, and social
factors such as Bsupervisor-employee^ relationships) may significantly affect patient
safety outcomes in healthcare organizations. This analysis also contributes to the
previously mentioned debating points 3) and 4).
The next two articles contribute to discuss the debating points 6) and 7), respectively.
The article from Sandra Martinez Molina, Jorge Garcés Ferrer, and Paula Sabater Pavia
framed the topic of labor policy resilience to economic and financial crisis. By using the
‘Qualitative Comparative Analysis’ methodology, the authors studied a sample includ-
ing 26 European countries with available data provided by official databases. They
tested under different viewpoints (flexibility, total work time, temporary work, active
labour market policies, GDP) the labor policies adopted by such countries. Results
demonstrate that most of the European labour markets have been incapable of dealing
with crisis; only seven countries were resilient from 2007 to 2012 in the sample.
Mattia Martini, Laura Mariani, and Dario Cavenago illustrated how an
Bemployability index^ can be adopted to support public initiative for labor market
development in Lombardy. They explored the relationship between output, leading
outcome, and lagging outcome indicators in the context of the governance of labor
market services. In particular, they proposed the use of an intermediate outcome
indicator of employability to support the definition of human capital development
initiatives for the governance of labor market system, by central and local governments.
The last three articles contribute to frame the previously mentioned debating points
8) and 9). Guido Noto and Lidia Noto proposed a method, based on a Dynamic
Performance Management (DPM) approach, to support the identification and selection
of relevant stakeholders in local strategic planning. To this end, the authors framed the
case study of an Italian city.
Vincenzo Vignieri used an inter-institutional outcome-based DPM approach to
frame what are the driving factors of the image of a local area: the case of an Italian
tourism destination is discussed and the benefits of DPM as a method to foster an
outcome-based view of local area performance are illustrated.
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Pietro Sorci illustrated how DPM can support the governance of local area’s
development. Through a city case study he showed how applying the DPM approach
can support an analysis and diagnosis of drawbacks in city governance systems. In
particular, he showed how DPM can allow different players in a city to align their
policies, based on the identification of both tangible and intangible strategic resources
(e.g. social capital), as well as of the drivers impacting on intermediate (i.e. leading) and
final (i.e. lagging) outcomes.
The goal for this collection of articles is to help advance the public administration
literature stream across the multiple dimensions of the topic of this symposium.
Although, in the last decade, research and practice have been made progress in this
regard, a long road is still ahead to cover the gap between the expected and the actual
outcomes achieved by the public sector in designing and implementing more Brobust^
policies to insure community endurance to Bwicked^ problems. To this end, an
important challenge is gaining a systemic and multi-disciplinary view (Bianchi and
Tomaselli, 2015) of such problems so that performance management – and more
broadly public management – may provide a substantial contribution in this endeavor.
References
Bianchi, C. (2016). Dynamic performance management. Zurich: Springer International Publishing.
Bianchi, C., & Tomaselli, S. (2015). A dynamic performance management approach to support local strategic
planning. International Review of Public Administration, 20(4), 370–385.
Borgonovi E. (1996). Principi e sistemi aziendali per le Amministrazioni Pubbliche (Management Principles
and Systems for Public Administrations). Egea: Milano.
Christensen, T., & Laegreid, P. (2007). The whole-of-government approach to public sector reform. Public
Administration Review, 67(6), 1059–1066.
Christensen, T., & Laegreid, P. (2013). Welfare administration reform between coordination and specialization.
International Journal of Public Administration, 36(8), 556–566.
Christensen, T., Fimreite, A. L., & Lægreid, P. (2014). Joined-up government for welfare administration
reform in Norway. Public Organization Review, 14(4), 439–456.
Hood C. (2005). The idea of joined-up government. A historical perspective, in: Bogdanor V. (edited by),
Joined-Up Government, Oxford: Oxford university press.
OECD. (2005). Modernizing Government . Paris: The Way Forward http:/ /www.oecd.
org/gov/modernisinggovernmentthewayforward.htm.
Osborne, S. P. (2010). The new public governance: Emerging perspectives on the theory and practice of public
governance. London: Routledge.
Peters, G. (2015). Pursuing Horizontal Management. The Politics of Public Sector Coordination, Lawrence,
Kansas: University Press of Kansas.
Elio Borgonovi is Professor of Public Management, Director of the Centre for Research on Health Care
Management, Director of the Institute of Public Administration and Health Care Management at Bocconi
University in Milan, Italy. Elio Borgonovi has been Dean of Bocconi School of Management (SDA) (1997-
2002), member of the Board (1995-2004) and Vice President (2002-2004) of the Italian Academy of
Management (AIDEA) and President of ASFOR, the Italian Association of Management Schools (1993-
1997). Professor Borgonovi is a member of several regional and ministerial committees and commissions for
healthcare planning and the introduction of management systems in various public bodies. He has also been a
member of the scientific committees and served on the boards of directors of numerous different national and
European organizations, such as EQUIS and EFMD. He has written a number of books, papers and essays on
public administration and management, healthcare systems, management issues and tools for nonprofit
organizations, public utility companies and public interest institutions in general. He is the editor in chief of
Azienda Pubblica and Mecosan Journals and has been a reviewer for the European Journal of Heath
Economics since 2003.
“Pursuing Community Resilience through Outcome-Based... 157
Carmine Bianchi is Professor of Business & Public Management at the University of Palermo (Italy), where
is the scientific coordinator of CED4 System Dynamics Group. He is the director of the Doctoral level
program in BModel Based Public Planning, Policy Design, & Management^, and of the Master level program
in Public Management. Professor Bianchi is member of the Steering Committee of the BEuropean Master in
System Dynamics^, a joint degree among the Universities of Palermo, Nijmegen (the Netherlands), Bergen
(Norway), and Lisbon (Portugal). This is an BErasmus Mundus^ funded program, sponsored by the European
Commission. He has published in numerous academic and professional journals. He also serves on the
Scientific Committee of various academic publications. Professor Bianchi has an extensive international
research and consulting experience with public and private sector organizations. Such activities consist in
the design of policies and the outline of programs linking strategy and implementation. These scientific
interests also embody the design and implementation of outcome-based performance management systems to
foster collaborative governance. Consulting and education projects that Prof. Bianchi has undertaken cover:
strategic planning and control, performance management and reporting, as well as System Dynamics modeling
for performance improvement and crisis prevention (Dynamic Performance Management). In the last decade
Professor Bianchi has been strengthening an international network related on BDynamic Performance
Management^. He has been collaborating with a number of Universities all over the world, ranging from
Europe (Bergen, Norway; Nijmegen, The Netherlands; LMU, University of Munich – Center for Advanced
Studies-CAS; St. Gallen, Switzerland; KTH, Stockholm, Sweden), to AustralAsia (Top Education Institute,
Sydney; Multimedia University and National University of Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur; NAPA - Hanoi; Rangsit
University, Bangkok; Universitas Indonesia, Jakarta), and America (University of Campinas, Brazil). In the
USA, Professor Bianchi has developed a strong scientific collaboration with the School of Government of
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He has been visiting professor at the Rockefeller College of
Public Affairs & Policy, University at Albany. He has also collaborated with the College of Public Affairs at
the University of Baltimore, the School of Public Affairs at the Baruch College, New York; and the
Department of Political Science, University of Pittsburgh.
William Rivenbark is Professor of Public Administration and Government and MPA Program Director at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (USA). He joined the School of Government (then the Institute of
Government) in 1999. Prior to that, he worked for the city of Greenville, South Carolina, in various
management positions. His research at the School of Government primarily involves performance and
financial management in local government and has appeared in Public Administration Review, Government
Finance Review, Journal of Government Financial Management, Journal of Public Affairs Education, Journal
of Public Budgeting, Accounting & Financial Management, Popular Government, Public Administration
Quarterly, Public Finance Review, Public Performance & Management Review, and State and Local Govern-
ment Review. He also is coauthor of Performance Budgeting for State and Local Government (M.E. Sharpe,
2003). He helped to develop the County and Municipal Fiscal Analysis tool, a web-based dashboard designed
to help North Carolina local governments analyze their fiscal condition. He was named director of the MPA
program at the School of Government in 2011. Prof. Rivenbark earned a BS from Auburn University, an MPA
from Auburn University at Montgomery, and a PhD from Mississippi State University.
158 E. Borgonovi et al.
